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A POSSIBLE CASE OF LUKAN AUTHORSHIP 

(JOHN 7 53-8 11) 

HENRY J. CADBURY 

Haverford College 

In his Philology of the Gospels 1 Professor Blass re- 
ferred somewhat casually to the Lukan style of the peri- 
cope adulterae. His theory of a Roman edition of Luke's 
works issued by the author himself, in connection with 
which his reference was made, has not received very wide 
acceptance, and so the linguistic phenomena to which 
he called attention were not made generally known. The 
motives of the present writer in bringing the subject 
forward again are not merely that the Lukan style of this 
passage impressed itself independently upon him, as it 
might upon any one familiar with Luke's style, but be- 
cause von Soden's careful study of the text of the passage, 2 
and Harnack's recent use of the style of the Lukan 
writings 3 make it desirable to give a fresh presentation 
of the evidence. 

With regard to the text of the pericope adulterae it 
must at once be confessed that it is one of the most un- 
certain passages in the whole N. T. The variants are 
extremely numerous, and as the section is entirely omitted 
by most of the great uncial MSS., a decision on readings 
cannot be made by the usual methods of valuation. Von 
Soden divided the authorities into seven main groups, and 
attempted to appraise them and arrange them and so to 
recover the original text. To many however his recon- 
struction will not seem convincing. It will be safer 
therefore for us in considering the style of the passage 

1 P. 159 (1898) with a reference to his edition of Luke, (1897) p. xlviii. 

J Die Schriften des N. T. I, pp. 48ft-524. 

3 Especially Luke the Physician and The Date of the Acts. 
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to limit ourselves to no one form of the text but to include 
all variants, remembering constantly that some of the 
examples given are probably not the original readings. 4 

The style of Luke, on the other hand, has become better 
known with the study of his writings. He has the most 
distinctive vocabulary of any New Testament writer, 
and a style so individual as to be recognizable in nearly 
every verse. No matter what his subject or his source, 
these characteristics make themselves everywhere evi- 
dent. Not merely in the nativity stories with their can- 
ticles at the beginning of his work, nor in the "we" pas- 
sages at its close, may we find with Harnack abundant 
evidences of his style. Even the stories which he takes 
bodily from Mark are filled with his own peculiar ways 
of speech 5 ; so homogeneous is the style of the Lukan 
writings. It is therefore all the more striking that this 
brief passage — bearing as it does the evidence of an- 
tiquity and verisimilitude, yet certainly not part of the 
Fourth Gospel, as both its language and the MSS. 
prove — should reveal nevertheless so many marks, some 
of them almost unmistakable, of Luke's style. 

First let us consider the negative evidence. There 
are of course some words in the passage that do not occur 
in Luke or Acts. They are 

ava.fiapTi)TOS 

alTOtp&pq a.vT0<p6pcc airy t<$ <popcc 

SLCLXtkeiKi) (jU 1 ) 

xa.Taypa<f<j> (p. 1 2 ) 
xaraxinrTU x&tco xinrru 

xarraopia. 4 (D) 6 (m 2 3 4 6 ') (a variant in Lk. 6 7) 
ptoixela (all MSS. except D) 

The first five of these are not found in any New 
Testament writer but are all compound words in the 

4 All readings that are not found in all groups of MSS. will be marked below 
with von Soden's symbols for the groups that contain them, e.g., n\ n 2 , etc. The num- 
bers represent very nearly the order of preference given the groups by von Soden. 

9 See Plummer, Luke, passim. 
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manner of Luke. Compare his use of fao-yp&vw, Ava-xbrTu 

uvv-ximru, Sia-Taaau, etc. 6 

There are also some expressions which are less like 
Luke than like some other New Testament writer. The 
mention of the Jews in D and one or two other MSS., the 
use of "high priests and Pharisees" G* 1 ) in place of "scribes 
and Pharisees," are both variants that agree exactly with 
the manner of the Fourth Gospel. And the reading (ju 4 6 ) 
/m?k£t( &iMapTavt without iurb tov vvv agrees exactly with Jn. 
5 14. For the reading eh ko.6' eh (p? 3 i 5 6 ') perhaps the 
nearest parallel is in Mk. 14 19 {eh xarh. eh). 

Compare now with these possible linguistic affiliations 
to the other Gospels the likenesses of the passage to 
Luke-Acts. 

The following words or phrases occurring in this pas- 
sage occur in Luke or Acts but in no other Gospel: 

dpaxwrrw 

(wrd tov vvv (/i 1 s M 7 ) 

els exaoros 8 (// 6 ) 9 (p. 1 ) 

empeva) 

exireip&fa (p. 2 D) 7 

xarriyopos (p? 6 6 7 ) 

opdpos cf . bpOpifa, bpdpivbs 

Tpo(Tiroikop,ai (/i 6 7 ) 

<rv ovv 8 

<Twei&rj<ris 0* 6 7 ) 

More striking still is the list of words found in the 
pericope, which though not limited to Luke are more 
abundant in his work than in the other Gospels. From 
Hawkins' lists of Lukan phrases 9 we find in this passage: 

&yu 0i 1!!SS ') 
ehxev 5e, ehxav 8k 

' Hummer, Luke, p. 252: "Lk. is fond of compounds with itd." There are over 
50 words compounded with ko.t6. which occur in Luke or Acts but not in Mt., 
Mk., or Jn. 

' The word occurs also in Mt. 4 7 ( = Lk. i 12) in a quotation from Dt. 6 16. 

8 According to Bruder only Lk. 4 7, 22 70; Ac. 23 21. 

* Horae Synopticae, Second Edition, pp. 15-29. 
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ipCOT&CO (p. 1 2 3 4 6 7 ) 

exo), with infinitive (p. 5 ) 

Xaos 

iras, or (bras 6 Xaos (p 1 3 5 6 7 ) 

irapayiVopai 

irK-qv (p 5 7 ) 

cos = when 

According to Harnack 10 we are justified in marking as 
Lukan : 

€IS TOP OLXOV (p 2 3 5 6 7 ) 

ev pecrcp 

iropevo/xai 

avrri rj yvvij (p 1 i 3 4 6 ) 

cos Se 

Further examples may be gained from the lexicon: 

01 Si axobcavrts (p 2 3 4 6 6 7 ) (once in Mk.) 
apxo/icu farb (once in Mt.) 

irapaylvonai els (p 1 2 3 6 7 ) (once in Mt.) 

wopevov (twice in Jn.) 

In the following cases there is a likeness of expression 
such as commonly exists between the different parts of 
Luke's writings: 

'IijeroDs 3^ eiropebdr) els to opos tup eKaubv 
Lk. 22 39 xat kl-ekduv eiropev8ri xa-ra to Wos els rb opos twv tKcuwv 

bpQpov be iraXiv irapeyevero els to Upbv xal iras 6 Xaos fjpxero 
irpos avrbv 
Lk. 21 38 xat iras 6 Xads &p0pi£ev icpbs avrbv 'ev tc$ iepco 

xat ariiaavTes avT^v 'ev pecrcp \eyovcriv airrcji 
Ac. 4 7 xat GTijffavTes avrois ev pccrcp eirvvdavovTo 

Tairrjv evpo/xev «r' aurcococbpco noixevoixevrjv (p 6 7 ) 
Lk. 23 2 Tohrov evpa/iev SiacrrpepovTa rb Wvos fifiuv xtX; cf. Ac. 24 5. 

foa ctxuctlv (exuaiv, evpuxriv) xarqyopelv (xarriyopiav hot) 
avTov 

10 See Date of the Acts, pp. 5, 6, 9, 15; Luke the Physician, pp. 40, 50 f. 
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Lk. 6 7 Iva evpaaiv xarrjyopelv (xarriyopiav xar'j avrov 
Lk. 11 54 D al Iva evpcoaiv xaTriyopijaai 
Ac. 28 19 exw rt xarriyopeiv 

opdpov 5e fiaBkois iraXiv JjKdev (/t 6 ) 
Lk. 24 1 bpOpov jSafltws eirl rd pvrjp.a fj\0av 

xal xadUras kSiSaaxev avroiis (p. 1 i 3 s 6 r ) 
Lk. 5 3 xaB'uras SI [ .... ] iSiSaaxev tovs oxKovs 

Further examples of likeness are in construction and 
sentence structure: 

With irpwros pake™ \Wov compare 
Lk. 2 2 afcr) airoypacffi irp&rr) iykvero and other adverbial 
uses of the adjective in Lk. 21 34, 24 18, 22, Ac. 20 6 D, 
28 13. 

With the position of the pronoun in <rv ovv H X£y«s; 
compare 

Lk. 16 7 <?v Si vbaov 6<pei\eis; 

Ac. 11 17 'eyij) t'is fiiirfv Svvaros xu\v<rai r6v debv; 

Ac. 19 15 ifiels Si rives hark; 

With the use of the participle in evefievov ipuTwvres com- 
pare 

Ac. 12 16 eirifievev xpovcav 

Lk. 7 45 oil SieKiirev xaraipiXowa 

Also Lk. 23 12; Ac. 8 16 
With xareKdipdri /tows compare 

Lk. 10 40 liovrjv fie xareXeurev Siaxovelv 

With the brief ovSels in ovSels, xvpit of the woman's reply 
compare 

Lk. 22 35 . . . /it] twos vo-TijprjaaTe; oi Se elirav, ovdevos 

With xvpie in the same reply compare 

Ac. 10 14, 11 8 nrjSafiws, xbpie 
Lk. 17 37 irov, xvpie; 
Ac. 9 5, 22 8, 26 15 tLs el, xvpie; 
Ac. 10 4 t'i ecTiv, xvpie; 

With wopevov' dxd tov vvv prjKeTt. ap.apT<xve compare 
Lk. 5 10 p,ri ipofiov aird tov vvv avdponrovs lay ^oiypwv 
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No other N. T. writing has such close parallels as those 
given from Luke and Acts. 

In view of the many misuses of the linguistic argument, 
especially in connection with Luke-Acts, it would be 
rash to assume at once from this evidence that the peri- 
cope adulterae is written by Luke. It is necessary to 
acknowledge that there are many limitations to the 
force of the examples given. First, few of them have 
unanimous textual support; second, many of them are 
not very unusual phrases in Greek literature. That no 
other New Testament writer uses a word is often an 
accident. But if N. T. standards are to be applied, there 
are a few unquestioned words that are really character- 
istic of Luke, as curd tov vvv, Hpxofiai &tt6, iiniitvw, dittv de, cis. 

And while of course some of the variants must be re- 
jected, any form of the text which we accept, even 
von Soden's, which is the shortest, will include more than 
half of our list of examples. It can safely be affirmed 
that the passage in its oldest form contained as much 
distinctively Lukan language as the average passage of 
equal brevity and simplicity in Luke's acknowledged 
works. 

Against the theory of Lukan authorship the subject- 
matter and method of treatment offer no objection, but 
rather a confirmation. The third evangelist shows 
throughout a sympathy with women and with sinners 
that is congenial to this passage. Jesus' association with 
them is frequently criticised by the strict Pharisees in 
Luke. No further example is needed than the story of 
Simon and the sinner woman in Luke 7 36-50. 

Textual evidence, however, does not encourage the 
hypothesis. As is well known, the best Greek MSS. 
omit the passage entirely ($, ABCLVV et al.). It was 
known, however, in the West, as is shown by the Vulgate 
and perhaps some earlier Latin versions, by the references 
in Ambrose, Augustine, and Jerome, and by the early 
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Greco-Latin codex D. Nearly all the authorities that 
contain or refer to it put it in chapter eight or at the end 
of the Gospel of John. The only exception is the Ferrar 
group which places it after Luke 21 38. 11 There is there- 
fore little textual reason to assign it to any of the canonical 
Gospels, and less for Luke than for John. 12 

These facts bring us to a dilemma, either solution of 
which seems to contradict the current standards of New 
Testament criticism: either (1) the pericope adulterae is 
an original part of Luke's Gospel and was omitted without 
leaving any appreciable trace in the MS. tradition of 
that Gospel, or (2) it is written by another than the 
third evangelist in a style that completely matches his 
own. 13 

This paper aims not to solve the dilemma but to state 
it and to show its importance. For if the first solution 
is the correct one, then we must believe that in spite of 
their age, multiplicity, and agreement, our authorities for 
the N. T. text do not preclude such radical divergence 
from the autographs as the complete omission of a con- 
siderable section from one of the four Gospels. If this 
is possible, then certainly many of the most radical the- 
ories of interpolation and the most unsupported textual 
conjectures are also possible. Even radical scholars have 
often declared for the probable integrity of the best 
texts. Here, however, we should have a flagrant case of 
primitive tampering, for the omission could only be 
intentional. 14 And so our confidence in the transcrip- 
tional accuracy and in the doctrinal primitiveness of 

11 Also Evangelistarium 435. 

12 Of course its historicity is not dependent on its canonicity. Its internal char- 
acter, agreeing as it does with the synoptic stories, bespeaks its genuineness as a 
tradition. 

13 1 omit as unlikely a third alternative — that it was part of a third (lost) work 
of the third evangelist. Blass's view that it was from a second edition of the third 
gospel issued by the author himself combines the difficulties of this view with those of 
(1) above. 

14 The motive would probably be the fear that the section would be abused to 
condone looseness in sexual relations. 
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the earliest available text of the N. T. would be consid- 
erably shaken. 

If, on the other hand, the passage is not from the pen 
of the auctor ad Theophilum, then some one, whether 
another author, a translator, or a scribe, intentionally or 
unintentionally, 15 wrote a style that is indistinguishable 
from the most distinctive of New Testament styles. In 
this case style proves to be a most unreliable criterion, 
and all critical arguments drawn from identity of style — 
such as the common authorship of John and 1 John, of 
Luke and Acts, of the Pauline letters, and even of the 
separate parts of a single work — lose some of their weight. 
Especially such an argument as that often made concern- 
ing the Lukan style of the "we" passages must be re- 
examined in the light of this evidence. 16 For if in the 
pericope adulterae identity of style does not even prove 
final Lukan editing, it certainly cannot be used to prove 
in the "we" passages original Lukan authorship without 
sources. 17 



K The decision between these alternatives and concerning the actual origin of 
the section if not from Luke forms a most interesting problem, but does not affect 
the implications of the main dilemma. Eus. H. E. III. 89, 16 suggests two possible 
second-century sources. He says: "(Papias) relates another story of a woman, who 
was accused of many sins before the Lord, which is contained in the Gospel according 
to the Hebrews." The evidence of the story's western circulation and the variety of 
its readings may suggest that it was translated into Greek from the Latin. That the 
later scribes wrote a style like Luke's is not improbable. Blass, Evangelium secundum 
Lucam, 1897, pp. lvii ff ., has given some interesting cases from variants in Mark, and 
unless one accepts his hypothesis of two editions by Luke, his evidence for the Lukan 
style of the "Western" text of Luke and Acts (cf. his Professor Harnack und die 
Schriften des Lukas, 1907) will point in the same direction. That this"Lukanizing" 
is intentional is improbable. Perhaps the style of Luke was the most familiar to the 
scribes and probably it was the most congenial to them on account of its literary 
quality. Many of Luke's minor changes in Mark are made independently by scribes 
of Mark, e.g., in D. &.yco for <j>ipa. 

15 The argument that the "we" passages are so distinctly Lukan in style that the 
author cannot be using a source is presented most fully by Harnack, Luke the Physi- 
cian (1906), pp. 40-120; Date of the Acts (1911), pp. 1-28; cf. also Hawkins, Horae 
Synopticae, Second Edition, pp. 182 ff. The inference of these scholars is that there- 
fore Luke and Acts were written by a companion of Paul, presumably Luke. 

17 Since the foregoing article was written there has come to hand H. McLach- 
lan's St. Luke Evangelist and Historian (1912), with its full and independent argu- 
ment for the Lukan authorship of the pericope adulterae (pp. 94-126). 



